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Local Control Funding Formula  
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�  Requires districts develop a Local Control and Accountability Plans 
(LCAP) that establish annual goals for students, describe actions/
services to achieve those goals, detail how funds will be spent 

The LCFF establishes uniform per-student base
grants, with different rates for different grade
spans. These differences are intended to
recognize the higher costs of education at
higher grade levels.

The LCFF acknowledges that English learner,
low-income, and foster youth (EL/LI/FY)
students have greater needs that require more
resources to address. For each EL/LI/FY
student, districts receive an additional 20%
of the adjusted base rate per student.

On top of the supplemental grant, districts
that have a high proportion (over 55%) of
EL/LI/FY students receive an additional 50%
of the adjusted base rate per student for
each student above 55% of enrollment.

BASE GRANT

SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT

CONCENTRATION GRANT

LCFF
Local Control Funding Formula

The LCFF is a new funding formula that will increase school
funding & direct more resources to California’s highest-need
students. Beginning in July 2014, districts will have to adopt
written plans describing how they will use the funding to
improve student outcomes in eight state priority areas. The
LCFF increases local flexibility over the use of state funding
for public schools, while requiring that districts meaningfully
engage and seek input from parents, students, and other
stakeholders in developing their written plans.

how it works

everything

you need to know

about the

Revenue
Limit

Categorical
Funds

Districts used to receive money
through categorical funds that
could only be spent on specific
programs. There were over 40
of these categorical programs,

the majority of which have
been eliminated under LCFF.

The rest of the money, called
the revenue limit, was given
out using a complicated and
outdated formula. The calcu-
lation was different for each
district, and did not take the

needs of students into account.
Districts could use these funds 

at their discretion.

Districts get more money,
& more freedom to spend it.
The LCFF will add $2.1 billion in funding for the
2013-14 school year. When fully implemented, the
LCFF will increase California’s education spending
by $18 billion. School districts are getting more
money and a lot more freedom to spend it how 
they want. Though the old system’s categorical
programs were problematic, they did ensure that
districts had to spend money on certain important
priorities. Now spending decisions are largely left
to the discretion of local districts.

The LCFF requires districts to develop Local Control
and Accountability Plans (LCAPs) that establish
annual goals for all students, describe what will be
done to achieve these goals, and detail how funds
will be spent to increase or improve services for
EL/LI/FY students. These plans must be adopted by
July 2014, and many districts have started the process
for developing the plans. The coming months will be
critical for public input to ensure that districts use
funds in ways that help its highest-need students.

it is up to you to make sure districts spend responsibly.

Districts are deciding how
to use these funds RIGHT now

* These are target figures that will be reached gradually over time.
The LCFF is expected to take 8 years to reach full implementation.

Concentration
Grant

Supplemental
Grant

Base
Grant

K-3
4-6
7-8

9-12

$6,845
$6,947
$7,154
$8,289

*

No districts receive less money than they would have under the old system. Most districts will receive more.

old

why it matters

NEW

This publication was produced by the American Civil Liberties Union of Southern California for educational purposes
only and it is not a substitute for legal advice.

�  A new funding formula that will increase school 
funding and direct more resources to California’s 

highest-need students 

�  LCFF acknowledges that foster youth, English 

Learners, and low-income youth have greater 

needs and require more resources 

See ACLU “LCFF Guide” at https://www.aclusocal.org/issues/education/local-control-funding-formula/  



LCFF and 8 State Priorities - Districts 
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LCAPs and Foster Youth 
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FosterEd Analysis of District LCAPs – Year 1 

Preliminary findings based on: 

�  Analysis of the LCAPs of the 10 school districts 

that enroll the most foster youth. These districts 

account for a quarter of California’s foster youth.  

�  Statewide survey of county office of education 

foster youth services coordinators. 

�  Interviews with Superintendent; Assistant 

Superintendents; Director, Student Support 

Services; Director, Education Services; Director 

of Special Education Services; Coordinator of 

Student Services; Coordinator of Community 

Resources; and Foster Youth Services 

Coordinators. 
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Table 1. The 10 California school districts enrolling the most students who were in 
foster care, 2009/10 

School districts
Foster 
care 

(1) Los Angeles Unified School District 5,043 

(2) Fresno Unified School District 923 

(3) San Diego Unified School District 867 

(4) Elk Grove Unified School District 711 

(5) Long Beach Unified School District 617 

(6) Sacramento City Unified School District 543 

(7) Moreno Valley Unified School District 541 

(8) Antelope Valley Union High School District 538 

(9) San Bernardino City Unified School District 507 

(10) San Francisco Unified School District 503 

Total for 10 school districts 10,793 

Total for California 43,140 

Source. Authors’ analysis of linked California Department of Education and California Department of Social Services 

administrative data, 2009/10.
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being accountable for—students in foster care. 



FosterEd Analysis of District LCAPs – Year 1 

�  High variability in how districts plan to improve the educational 
outcomes of foster youth 

�  Relatively few districts plan to provide foster youth unique services or 
supports 

�  Relatively few district LCAPs include the interventions and 
infrastructure elements deemed most critical by the field to help foster 
youth 

�  Select districts have well-developed, promising plans for closing the 
foster youth achievement gap 
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Statewide Analysis – Year 1 

�  Ed Trust-West’s December 2014 report, “The Local Control 
Funding Formula’s First Year”: 

�  Variability in district consultation with stakeholders, including foster 

youth caregivers 

�  Most districts do not directly and distinctly address the needs of foster 

youth in their first-year LCAPs apart from saying they will receive the 

same services as all students 

�  Unclear how supplemental and concentration grants will increase or 

improve services for foster youth 
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Statewide Analysis – Year 1 

�  SRI International and J. Koppich & Associates’ “Foster Youth and 
the Local Control Funding Formula: Not Yet Making the Grade” 

�  6 districts, 6 county offices of education, 40 LCAPs 

�  Year of awareness for districts and county offices of education 

�  Few examples of targeted service for foster youth 

�  Weak community engagement 

�  Need for district-county collaboration and county inter-agency 

collaboration 
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Examples of Promising District LCAPs 

�  Los Angeles Unified School District (approx. 11,000 foster youth) 
�  $9.9 million to hire 75 foster youth counselors and foster youth specific school social 

workers responsible for identifying educational strengths and needs and monitoring 
educational progress 

�  All elementary foster youth will receive a comprehensive academic assessment; all 
secondary foster youth will have an individualized culmination or graduation plan; increase 
in tutoring services 

�  Local stakeholders, like CEEFY, providing training to new hires. 

�  Poway Unified School District (approx. 50 foster youth) 

�  $44,000 to develop and implement foster youth support protocols 

�  Train counselors and administrators in support processes for foster youth 

�  Administrator and counselor cultural and PBIS training 
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Improving District Plans 

District stakeholders consistently identified that the following would 
help them develop and implement improved plans for foster youth: 

�  Information on the most common educational challenges facing foster 

youth and how to better collaborate with county agencies 

�  Information, resources and tools specific to promising interventions  

�  Additional guidance and support from those familiar with promising 

interventions and necessary infrastructure 

�  Examples of promising district plans for improving foster youth outcomes 
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COEs and Foster Youth 
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Differing definitions of foster youth 

�  LCFF definition of youth more expansive. Includes children 
placed with relatives and in family maintenance. 

�  FYS definition limited to youth in group homes, foster 
homes, foster family agencies, court-specified placements 
and youth in juvenile detention facilities. 

�  FYS definition only captures about a third of LCFF foster 
youth. Many youth not receiving supplemental supports. 
Differing definitions causing confusion in districts. 
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COEs	
  –	
  Priority	
  #	
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�  Refers to countywide collaboration. Language from current FYS statutes. 

�  COE LCAPs must describe how the COE will coordinate services for foster children, 
including, but not limited to, all of the following: 

�  Working with the county child welfare agency to minimize changes in school placement. 

�  Providing education-related information to the county child welfare agency to assist the 
county child welfare agency in the delivery of services to foster children, including, but not 
limited to, educational status and progress information that is required to be included in 
court reports. 

�  Responding to requests from the juvenile court for information and working with the 
juvenile court to ensure the delivery and coordination of necessary educational services. 

�  Establishing a mechanism for the efficient expeditious transfer of health and education 
records and the health and education passport. 
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District & County Education Agencies 

�  Districts are best positioned to support foster youth in school and in the 
classroom 
�  By establishing district policies and infrastructure necessary to ensure foster youth 

receive the educational opportunities they need to thrive in school 

�  By developing and monitoring education plans and facilitating education teams 

�  By providing supplemental education services 

�  County offices of education are best positioned to support school districts  
�  By increasing collaboration and information sharing across county agencies, including 

the child welfare, probation, mental health, and judicial agencies, as well as across 
districts 

�  By providing expertise on designing and implementing effective intervention systems for 
foster youth 

�  By working to provide youth an educational champion and education rights holder 
supporting their success in school as would an actively involved parent 
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Foster Youth Data Sharing 
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�  CDSS, at least once per week, must share the following with CDE: 

�  Disaggregated information on foster youth sufficient for CDE to identify which student 
are in foster care.  

Disaggregated information on foster youth that would be help ensure foster youth 
receive appropriate educational supports and services.  

�  CDE, at least once per week, shall: 

�  Inform school districts and charter schools of any students enrolled in those school 
districts or charter schools who are in foster care. 

�  Inform COEs of any students enrolled in schools in the county who are in foster care. 

�  Provide LEAs disaggregated data helpful to ensuring students in foster care receive 
appropriate educational supports and services.  

17 

State Agencies: Data Sharing 

EC § 49085 



State/Local Sharing and Match Rate 

�  MOUs for data sharing signed between state agencies in 2014.  

�  November 2014 – LEAs receive through CALPADS IDs of foster 
youth. Guidance issued by CDE on how to access data. Includes 
children in out-of-county placements and other information. 

�  Match rate between CDSS and CDE is between 83%-90% 
because of variations of names/DOBs. Both are working to 
increase the rate. 
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Reporting and Foster Youth 
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State Agencies: Reporting 

•  Every even numbered year, the CDE must report on the educational outcomes of 
students in foster care to the Legislature and Governor. 

•  This report must include, but is not limited to: 

•  Educational outcome data 

•  Suspensions and expulsion data 

•  Truancy and attendance rates 

•  Dropout rates 

•  Data must be reported at the schoolsite level, district level, and county level, so long as 
there are 15 students in foster care. 

•  CDE discussing how to collect and report this additional data. 
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EC § 49085 

 



 

LCFF Accountability:  

Evaluation Rubrics 
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Evaluation Rubrics and Foster Youth 

�  Evaluation rubrics: LCFF requires SBE to develop and adopt evaluation 

rubrics by October 1, 2015.2 

�  Holistic, multidimensional assessment of 

�  School district and individual school site performance 

�  On all 8 state priorities 

�  Must provide standards on each state priority for district and school site 

�  Standard for performance 

�  Standard for improvement 

22 
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Evaluation Rubrics and Foster Youth 

�  Purpose of rubrics: 

�  Assist districts in evaluating their strengths and weaknesses 

�  Used by COEs to determine if a school district does not improve outcomes in more 

than one state priority for at least one subgroup, and thus is required to receive 
support (COE review, academic expert, CA Collaborative for Educational 

Excellence) 

�  Used by SPI to determine if a district does not improve outcomes in three of four 

consecutive years for three or more subgroups in more than one state or local 

priority, and thus is considered to be persistently failing 
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Evaluation Rubrics and Foster Youth 

Foster youth and the evaluation rubrics: 

�  Disaggregated data for foster youth in all 8 state priorities 

�  Support for foster youth educational improvement 

�  Review outcomes and actions/services for foster youth: 

�  How are foster youth doing overall? 

�  Are foster youth outcomes improving? 

�  Is the foster youth achievement gap closing? 

�  How can districts improve foster youth outcomes? 

�  Best practices, including promising interventions and infrastructure 
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Evaluation Rubrics and Foster Youth 

Current iteration of the rubrics contains 3 parts: 

�  Data Analysis 

�  Outcome Analysis 

 
�  Practice Analysis 
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CCEE and Foster Youth 
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Technical Assistance 

California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE)3 

�  5 person governing board and currently hiring staff, including executive director 

�  Will provide advice and assistance to LEAs (charter schools, school districts, and 
county offices of education) in achieving the goals set forth in LCAPs 

�  Technical assistance not limited to the following: 

�  8 state priorities 

�  Improve the quality of teaching 

�  Improve the quality of school district and school site leadership 

�  Successfully address needs of special student populations, including English Learners, 
low-income youth, foster youth, and students with exceptional needs 

27 
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Recommendations - State 

�  FYS program needs to be updated and aligned with LCFF statutes 

�  Evaluation rubrics should include foster youth specific metrics, set 
rigorous standards for improvement for foster youth, and disaggregate 
foster youth in reflection questions 

�  SBE should receive biannual updates on LCFF’s impact on foster youth 
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Recommendations - Local 

�  LEAs should have increased access to tools and resources specific to:  

�  The most common educational challenges facing foster youth 

�  Promising infrastructure and interventions for foster youth 

�  LEAs should have increased access to expert assistance to help them develop 
and implement improved plans and programs for foster youth 

�  LCAPs should show how supplemental and concentration funds will be spent 
on services that principally address the districts’ goals for foster youth and that 
are likely to be effective 
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